rangements," were hitchhiking, 12 were drinking at the time of the offense or are identified as chronic alcohol abusers, 13 or had been sexually intimate with the defendant prior to the crime. 14 Feminist-conflict theory and research argues, then, that official reactions to sexual assault depend on assessments of the victim's sexual property value and conformity to traditional sex-role expectations. By implication, reactions to other crimes do not. depend on such assessments. This is so in part because these considerations are largely irrelevant to the origin and purpose of laws prohibiting other behaviors. This crucial assumption has led most research on sexual assault 15 to focus exclusively on sexual assaults and reactions thereto. Explicit comparisons with other crimes are rare, and are limited by the specific official reactions and variables examined. 16 In short, traditional criminological research is based on assumptions that conflict with those underlying more recent work on sexual assault. Although these differing assumptions are central to an accurate understanding of the operation of the criminal law, there has been no empirical examination of their validity. We consider such an examination essential because of its implications for both research and theory. If official reactions to crime are essentially dissimilar, and therefore do not depend simply on the seriousness of crimes, then the qualitative differences among criminal events deserve empirical study. Essential dissimilarity in official reactions would also identify major inadequacies in existing theories, which remain generally inattentive to the unique features of crimes that may warrant markedly different official responses. Essential dissimilarity would underscore the need for either a more complex general theory in which qualitative aspects of criminal action figure prominently or a set of special theories (e.g., the feminist-conflict theory SEXUAL ASSA UL T of sexual assault) valid for official reactions to some, but not other, crimes.
If, on the other hand, official reactions are essentially similar, then whatever the unique origins and purposes of criminal laws, we cannot automatically assume that the application of such laws is correspondingly unique. The relationship between origin, purpose, and actual application of the law then becomes complex rather than straightforward and deserves greater empirical and theoretical attention than it has received.
To examine these possibilities, we obtained data from a sample of defendants charged with felonies in Indiana. We used these data to answer two questions that bear on the conflicting assumptions underlying traditional research and empirical work on sexual assault. First, do outcomes for defendants accused of sexual assault differ from outcomes for defendants accused of other types of offenses? That is, once relevant case differences (e.g., evidentiary strength) are controlled, are defendants accused of sexual assault treated more leniently than defendants accused of other offenses? Second, do the determinants or predictors of sexual assault outcomes differ significantly from the determinants or predictors of outcomes for other types of offenses? Based on prior research and theorizing, we expected that victim attributes and behaviors, particularly those indicative of sexual property value or sex-role conformity, would play a prominent role in affecting the outcomes of sexual assault cases. Conversely, we expected these attributes and behaviors to play a much more limited role in affecting the outcomes of other types of cases.
While our primary interest centered on victim attributes and behaviors, analysis also included defendant attributes and behaviors, measures of evidence, and indicators of the social and physical context within which the crime occurred. We examined the differential role of victim characteristics and these other factors in determining four outcomes: the decision to dismiss rather than fully prosecute, the decision to plead guilty rather than proceed to trial, the verdict or finding at trial, and the type of sentence imposed on the convicted, whether incarceration or a more lenient sanction.
For each of these four outcomes, we compared defendants accused of sexual assault with defendants accused of other violent crimes and defendants accused of property crimes. Three additional, more specific comparisons were drawn between defendants accused of sexual assault and those accused of other assaults, robbery, and burglary.
As the following sections will show, we found no consistent tendency for defendants accused of sexual assault to receive lenient treat-ment, once factors such as victim characteristics and evidence were controlled. Moreover, most comparisons revealed no significant difference in the role that victim attributes, as well as other characteristics, play in affecting outcomes. Different treatment of defendants accused of sexual assault occurred in three of twenty possible instances. The sentencing of defendants convicted of sexual assault differed from the sentencing of defendants convicted of other violent crimes and of robbery, and the guilty plea decision for defendants accused of sexual assault differed from the guilty plea decision for defendants accused of property crimes. Contrary to expectation, these differences were seldom due to differences in the effect that victim characteristics had on outcomes. Rather, they tended to involve differences in the effect of defendant characteristics, the context of the crime, and evidence.
In short, victim attributes and behavior did not play a more prominent role when prosecuting sexual assaults. Nor was their role more limited when prosecuting other types of crimes. Instead, victim characteristics, some of which indicate sexual property value and sexrole conformity, affected outcomes regardless of the offense of which the defendant was accused or convicted.
II. METHODS AND SAMPLE

A. SAMPLE
Our sample consisted of 945 defendants charged with felonies in Marion County (Indianapolis), Indiana from January 1970 through December 1976.17 We collected data on 176 forcible sex offenses, 373 property offenses, and 396 other violent crimes. 8 The classification of crimes was based on the most serious charge filed by the prosecutor. To avoid confounding effects, analysis excludes sexual assaults that occurred in conjunction with property crimes (e.g., burglary) or other violent offenses (e.g., robbery).
We collected the demographic characteristics of victims and defendants from police, prosecution, and court records; evidence from prosecution files; criminal histories of victims and defendants from police records; and final dispositions from court records. Qualitative data, 17 The data gathered were identical but two sampling frames were used. Sexual assault cases constitute the population of sexual assaults prosecuted between 1970 and 1976. Property and other violent crime cases were part of a larger sample of cases disposed of between January 1974 and June 1976. The sampling percentage for cases disposed of in 1974 was 16. 7%; for 1975, 33.3%; and for 1976, 50%. 18 Sexual assaults include assault and battery with intent to rape or gratify (27.8%), forcible rape (67.6%), and sodomy (4.6%). Other violent crimes include felonious assaults (16.7%), robbery (70.2%), and homicide (13.1%). Property crimes include larceny (15.8o), vehicle theft (11.1%), forgery (13.1%), and burglary (60.1%). [Vol. 73 SEXUAL ASSA UL T derived from telephone interviews with victims, field observations, and interviews with prosecutor and court personnel, supplemented case-specific data. Table 1 presents the dependent and independent variables. Analysis focuses on four central decisions about the application of the criminal law. The first two decisions simultaneously determine the treatment the defendant receives and the allocation of scarce court resources.1 9 They are Dismissal (the decision to dismiss rather than fully prosecute the case) and Trial (the decision to plead guilty rather than proceed to trial)*2O The third dependent variable is Verdict (not guilty or guilty). For these outcomes, issues of evidentiary strength and victim credibility are important. 2 1 Thus, differences that are presumed to exist between sexual assault and other crimes should be particularly salient here. The final dependent variable is Sentence. Because most sentences are indeterminate, we examine type of sentence, whether a prison term or less serious sanction such as probation or a fine.
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B. VARIABLES
The analysis includes four sets of independent variables identified by prior research as possible determinants of reactions to sexual assault. 2 2 Coding of these variables conformed as closely as possible to categories used in prior research.
19 See, e.g., Myers & Hagan, Private and Public Trouble: Prosecutors and the Allocation of Court Resources, 26 Soc. PROBS. 439 (1979) .
20 The decision to plead guilty differs from other outcomes because it is a jointly negotiated decision reached through the initiative of the prosecutor, defense counsel, and the defendant. Our concern lies with the outcomes of this process which, despite this difference, have been found to depend on many of the same factors as other outcomes analyzed here. 
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The first set includes social attributes of victim, namely, sex, age, employment status, and marital status. 23 Marital status is a two vector dummy variable that compares married victims with victims who are either single (S) or separated, divorced, or cohabiting (SDC). Because the victim's character and conduct have been central to descriptions of rape prosecution, we also include resistance and alleged misconduct. Alleged misconduct is dummy-coded as two vectors comparing victims with no alleged misconduct and victims with non-sexual (e.g., prior convictions, prior arguments with defendant) and sexual (e.g., illegitimate children, premarital sex) misconduct. 24 The second set of independent variables consists of defendant attributes, namely, gender, age, employment status, 25 and prior criminal record. The third set of independent variables taps the interpersonal and physical context in which the crime occurred. It includes the prior victim-defendant relationship, racial composition of the victim-defendant dyad, scene of the offense, number of accomplices and victims, use of a weapon, and extent of physical injury. Racial composition is a twovector dummy variable that compares black intraracial incidents (BB) with both white intraracial (WW) and black defendant-white victim incidents (BW). 26 Weapon is a two-vector dummy variable comparing defendants using no weapons with those using hands, fists, and feet (HFF) and a dangerous weapon (DW) such as a knife, blunt instrument, or firearm. The final set of variables, evidence, has received little explicit attention in the rape literature. But the context of typical sexual assaults often render determinations of criminality and culpability problematic. All analyses 27 include the following direct or indirect indicators of the evidentiary strength of the prosecution's case: the number of charges and witnesses; eyewitness identifications of the defendant; expert testi-23 Since extremely young and old witnesses may appear sympathetic and elicit more severe responses, the effects of age could be curvilinear. To examine this possibility, age was dichotomized and dummy coded (under 17 or over 59 = 0; 17 to 59 = 1). To test for curvilinearity, the dummy variable was entered into regression equations that contained the independent variables, including the interval measure of age. No increment in R 2 was significant. We therefore report results from the models excluding the dummy variable. 24 While it would have been preferable to examine the effect of each type of allegation separately, extremely skewed distributions dictated collapsing information on alleged misconduct into a single measure. An alternative measure, the number of allegations of victim misconduct, produced substantially the same results.
25 Unlike victim marital status, defendant marital status was not consistently recorded, and could not be included in the analysis.
26 The few white defendant-black victim incidents (N = 13) could not be successfully included in the analysis and were deleted.
27 Evidence continues to affect decisions even after conviction. See, e.g., J. EISENSTEIN & H. JACOB, supra note 20. All measures included here were available to judges in the presentence investigation report.
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MYERS AND LAFREE mony from physicians, psychiatrists, ballistics experts, and polygraph examiners; defendant/accomplice and witness statements about the crime; and the amount of physical or real evidence such as recovered weapons or stolen property.
C. SUBSAMPLE DIFFERENCES
Recent theorizing assumes that, as a crime, sexual assault differs from other offenses. We examined this assumption by using chi-square and, for interval variables, t-tests to test for the significance of differences between sexual assault and (1) other violent crime and (2) property crime. Table 1 reports the results of these tests, and supports the assumption of differences between sexual assaults and other crimes. While most characteristics differ for sexual assault in comparison with other crime, several of these differences confirm more specific assumptions about sexual assault cases and their victims.
While equally likely to be fully prosecuted, sexual assault is more likely than property crime to proceed to trial. It is less likely than either property or other violent crime to result in a guilty verdict or a prison sentence. Thus, on the surface, there appears to be some leniency toward defendants accused of sexual assault.
The victim's behavior, such as resistance and sexual misconduct, is more commonly noted for sexual assault than for other crime. In comparison with other victims, sexual assault victims are more likely to be younger, unemployed, single, and known to the defendant, as well as more likely to report physical injury. Their cases are more likely to involve eyewitness identifications of the defendant, expert testimony, and additional charges but they are less likely to involve real evidence and statements from witnesses or defendants/accomplices.
In short, the data confirm the assumption that sexual assault differs from other crimes along dimensions relevant to official agents (e.g., victim credibility, evidence). But the feminist-conflict approach assumes not only that these differences exist, but also that they provide grounds for different official reactions. The following analysis indicates that this latter assumption is incorrect.
D. ANALYSIS
The questions we are addressing require an analytic strategy that allows us to determine (1) whether outcomes for sexual assault cases differ significantly from outcomes for other criminal cases; and (2) whether the determinants of outcomes for sexual assault cases differ significantly from the determinants of outcomes for other criminal cases-that is, whether there are significant interactions between type of crime and the 1290 [Vol. 73 SEXUAL ASSA UL T independent variables. To answer these questions, we used ordinary least squares multiple regression. 2 8 This technique permits us to analyze the relationship between a dependent variable (here, outcomes) and a set of independent variables. It provides two important types of estimates. The first type, the regression coefficient (in metric form, b; in standardized form, 3), estimates the unique contribution each independent variable makes to predicting the dependent variable. A regression coefficient permits us to infer whether the independent variable signifcantly affects the outcome while also telling us the direction (positive or negative) and magnitude (strong or relatively modest) of the effect. The second type of estimate, the coefficient of determination (R 2 ), indicates the overall contribution which the independent variables, taken together, make to predicting the dependent variable. It tells us the proportion of the total variation in outcome that is explained by the independent variables.
We used multiple regression procedures to draw five comparisons. The first two were general comparisons between defendants accused of sexual assault and those accused of (1) all other violent crimes and (2) property crimes. The three remaining comparisons were more specific, and were drawn between defendants accused of sexual assault and those accused of (3) other kinds of assaults, (4) robbery, and (5) For all five comparisons, the same general procedure was followed. Initially, we inspected correlation matrices for the presence of correlations among the independent variables that exceeded ±.6. Such correlations could generate multicollinearity problems during analysis, and require deletion of redundant variables. We found no problematic correlations.
We then created product terms by multiplying a dummy variable, type of crime (e.g., sexual assault = 1; other violent crime = 0), with each independent variable. These product or interaction terms permit us to explore whether the effect of an independent variable upon an outcome differs by type of crime, either sexual assault or other offense. This exploration required that we estimate and compare two separate regression equations. The first equation included all independent vari- 28 We used the multiple regression program available through Statistical Analysis Systems (SAS). Because dependent variables are binary and violate technical assumptions of heteroskedasticity, ordinary least squares could produce inefficient, though unbiased, parameter estimates. For an extended discussion, see D. Cox, ANALYSIS OF BINARY DATA(1970); E. HANUSHEK &J. JACKSON, STATISTICAL METHODS FOR SOCIAL SCIENTISTS (1977) . We ran a weighted least squares solution for all analyses but found it unsuitable for the relatively small samples involved because it produced extremely high coefficients of determination and standard errors.
29 Sample sizes for the remaining crimes were too small to allow meaningful or reliable comparisons.
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ables entered together. The second equation included all independent variables and product terms, also entered simultaneously. We then compared the coefficients of determination obtained in the two equations to test the null hypothesis that the addition of product terms produced no significant (p .05) increase in the proportion of explained variation in outcome. 30 If the addition of product terms produced no significant increase in explained variance, we concluded that there is an essential similarity in the prosecution of sexual assault and the other crime under consideration (e.g., other violent crime, property crime, robbery). Where this occurred, Appendix tables report results of an additive model that includes the independent variables and the dummy variable, type of crime.
If the addition of product terms significantly increased the proportion of variance explained, we concluded that significant differences in prosecution exist. We then attempted to locate the sources of the differences. We did this by locating significant product terms. A significant (p .10) product term means that the effect the variable has on outcome differs by crime, whether a sexual assault or another offense. Where this is the case, tables include separate regression estimates for sexual assault and for the other crime. 31 In contrast, an insignificant product term means that the regression coefficient for sexual assault does not significantly differ from the regression coefficient for the other crime under consideration. In these cases, we concluded that the variable in question has essentially the same effect on outcome for both groups of defendants, those accused of sexual assault and those accused of the other crime. We then report only the main effect. The statistical 30 The test for the significance of the increment in explained variance is
where R is the coefficient of determination for the interactive model, R 2 is the coefficient of determination for the additive model, k i = number of regressors, interactive model, ka = number of regressors, additive model, and N is the total number of cases.
31
For an independent variable whose product term was significant, we could not assume (as we did for variables with insignificant product terms) that the regression coefficient obtained for the variable estimates its effect on outcomes for both groups of defendants, that is, for both those accused of sexual assaults and those accused of other crimes. Rather, the coefficient estimates the variable's effect on outcomes only for defendants accused of sexual assault, that is, defendants whose cases were coded 0 in the dummy variable, type of crime. To estimate the variable's effect on outcomes for defendants accused of other crimes, we reversed the dummy variable coding so that the cases of defendants accused of other crimes received a value of zero. We then recalculated the product terms and reran the interactive model. The resulting coefficient for the variable is its estimated effect on outcomes for defendants accused of other crimes, and is reported in the appropriate column of the table.
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[Vol. 73 SEXUAL ASSA UL T program also tests the hypothesis that each regression coefficient differs significantly from zero, and all tables report the results of those tests. We modified the equations slightly in the following instances. First, in comparing sexual assault with property crime, we excluded two independent variables, physical injury and weapon, because extremely skewed distributions prevented construction of meaningful product terms. Second, analyses for Verdict and Sentence included control variables of particular relevance to these outcomes. Equations predicting Verdict included the number of prior convictions, a measure which is more appropriate than that shown in Table 1 . Equations for Verdict also included a dummy variable, type of trial (bench = 0; jury = 1). Finally, comparisons for Sentence included type of plea (not guilty = 0; guilty = 1).
III. RESULTS
A.
SEXUAL ASSAULT VS. OTHER VIOLENT CRIME Table 2 summarizes the results for comparisons drawn between defendants accused of sexual assault and those accused of other violent crimes. For three of the four outcomes, Dismissal, Trial, and Verdict, the addition of product terms failed to increase the proportion of explained variance significantly. Thus, there is no evidence that in terms of reaching these decisions sexual assault cases are treated differently from cases involving other violent crimes. The Appendix presents and discusses the results of additive models for these outcomes. Note: The F-ratio tests the null hypothesis that the proportion of explained variation in outcome (R2 or the coefficient of determination) is equal to zero, and that any observed proportion is due to sampling fluctuation or measurement error. Where the Fratio obtained has a low probability (p) of occurring, it is unlikely that the null hypothesis is true. Concretely, we can conclude that independent variables as a set explain a significant proportion of the variance in outcome.
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For the fourth outcome, Sentence, the addition of product terms significantly increased the proportion of explained variance, and provides evidence of different treatment. But as Table 3 shows, different treatment does not occur where we expected it. That is, victim attributes and behavior do not play a more prominent role in the sentencing of offenders convicted of sexual assault. Rather, defendant characteristics (employment status), the context of the offense (use of a weapon), and evidence (witnesses and eyewitness identification) affected sentences differently, depending on whether the offender was convicted of a sexual assault or of another violent crime. Thus, for sexual assault offenders, imprisonment was more likely where the offender was unemployed or where there were numerous witnesses. In contrast, these factors had no effect on the sentencing of other violent offenders. Instead, for offenders convicted of other violent crimes, use of a dangerous weapon increased their risk of imprisonment, while eyewitness identification decreased that risk.
It is important, however, to place the differences noted above in context. The majority of variables had essentially the same effect on the sentences of both groups of offenders. Of the victim attributes and behaviors, only gender and alleged misconduct significantly affected sentencing by rendering imprisonment more likely where the victim was a woman or had allegedly engaged in nonsexual misconduct. Of defendant characteristics, only prior record affected sentences, with a more serious prior record increasing the probability of imprisonment. A single contextual factor, racial composition, had a significant effect. Imprisonment was more likely where the defendant was black and the victim white. Only two evidence measures, defendant or accomplice statements and witness statements, significantly affected sentences. In cases involving statements from the defendant or accomplices, imprisonment was more likely, while in cases involving witness statements, imprisonment was less likely. Finally, imprisonment was more likely for defendants found guilty at trial.
B.
SEXUAL ASSAULT VS. PROPERTY CRIME Table 4 summarizes the results for comparisons drawn between defendants accused of sexual assault and those accused of property crimes. For three of the four outcomes, Dismissal, Verdict, and Sentence, the addition of product terms did not significantly increase the proportion of explained variance. The Appendix presents and discusses the results of additive models for these outcomes.
For one outcome, Trial, the addition of product terms significantly increased the proportion of explained variance, providing evidence of 1294 [Vol. 73 Note: The F-ratio tests the null hypothesis that the proportion of explained variation in outcome (R 2 or the coefficient of determination) is equal to zero, and that any observed proportion is due to sampling fluctuation or measurement error. Where the Fratio obtained has a low probability (p) of occurring, it is unlikely that the null hypothesis is true. Concretely, we can conclude that independent variables as a set explain a significant proportion of the variance in outcome. different treatment. Table 5 presents results of the interactive model for this outcome. Once again, different treatment does not occur where we expected it, namely, in a more pronounced effect for victim attributes and behaviors on the outcomes of sexual assault cases. Rather, the effects of crime context and evidence differed depending on the crime. For defendants accused of sexual assault, trial was less likely for white vs. white crimes, or where there were numerous victims, relatively few witnesses, and real evidence. This was not the case for defendants accused of property crimes, who were more likely to go to trial where the crime was black vs. white, or where there were numerous charges 32 or victims.
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Again, several variables had essentially the same effect for both groups of defendants. In general, defendants who were older, employed, had serious prior records, or had used accomplices were more likely to go to trial, as were those whose cases involved expert testimony.
C. SEXUAL ASSAULT VS. SPECIFIC OFFENSES
To conserve space, we discuss the results of comparisons drawn between sexual assault and other assaults, robbery and burglary, only if 32 Unlike defendants accused of property crimes, those accused of sexual assault had fewer opportunities to plea bargain for sentence considerations because additional charges tended to be equally or only slightly less serious than the first charge. For example, a typical additional charge for rape was sodomy, while a typical additional charge for armed rape was rape.
1296
[Vol. 73 SEXUAL ASSA UL T statistically significant differences are present. 3 3 This was the case only for the sentencing of sexual assault and robbery offenders, where the addition of product terms significantly increased the proportion of explained variance (from twenty-five percent to thirty-eight percent). Table 6 presents these results. It shows no tendency for victim attributes or behaviors to figure more prominently when sentencing sexual assault offenders. Rather, for these offenders, imprisonment was more likely if the defendant was unemployed or if there were numerous charges and witnesses. For offenders convicted of robbery, these factors were irrelevant, and alleged sexual misconduct by the victim reduced the risk of imprisonment while use of a dangerous weapon increased that risk.
In contrast to the more general comparisons, only two variables (defendant or accomplice statements and plea) had essentially similar effects for both groups of offenders. Both the presence of defendant or accomplice statements and conviction at trial increased the probability of imprisonment.
IV. DISCUSSION
Recent feminist-conflict research has assumed that sexual assaults differ qualitatively from other crimes and, thus, that official reactions to sexual assaults and other crimes differ. Our analysis showed that although there are striking differences between sexual assaults and other crimes in terms of the characteristics of victims, defendants, and evidence, these differences were not consistently translated into different official reactions. Nor were they consistently translated into the use of markedly different criteria to decide outcomes. Victim attributes and behaviors did affect court outcomes for the various types of crime examined, but they did not have a different or greater impact on the outcomes of sexual assault cases. Moreover, indicators of victim sexualproperty value (e.g., marital status, age) and sex-role conformity (e.g., alleged sexual misconduct, reported resistance) did not affect reactions to sexual assaults differently from reactions to other felonies.
Different treatment of sexual assaults did occur. It was limited, however, to differential sentencing in comparison to violent crime and robbery, and to the differential decision to proceed to trial in comparison to property crime. Primary differences in official reactions centered not on victim characteristics per se, but rather on evidentiary 33 Interested readers may request the results of comparisons that produced no significant differences. zed or metric coefficient and SE to its standard error.
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SEXUAL ASSAULT 1299 considerations. Here, the results suggest that officials face unique evidentiary problems when processing sexual assaults. The differential importance of real evidence, eyewitness identification, and the number of witnesses and victims reflects a concern with consent and identification, two issues that are especially problematic for sexual assaults. 34 Even though corroboration is not formally required. in the jurisdiction studied, the findings suggest that such a requirement persists on an informal level. This informal requirement could reflect an underlying official skepticism toward sexual assault complaints. But while such skepticism may exist, officials do not appear to rely on the victim's sexual property value and sex-role conformity when deciding what official action is appropriate. Rather, officials base their decisions on the context within which the crime occurred, and its ability to generate evidence that aids or precludes resolution of consent and identification issues (e.g., eyewitness identification). Furthermore, even these differences in treatment must be interpreted in the context of substantial cross-crime similarity. To some extent, victim and defendant attributes, the context of the crime, and evidentiary strength affected official reactions, regardless of the crime involved and the specific prosecution problems each type of crime may present.
V. IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
The fact that we found few significant differences in the processing of sexual assaults is noteworthy given previous research. 35 Most of the variables examined here were included in these earlier studies, and we did succeed in coding variables in similar categories. Moreover, most prior research focused on court outcomes, as did we. Thus, we all have had to deal with the issue of prior screening. But unlike prior research, our design explicitly compared sexual assault with other crimes, and did so in a multivariate framework that included measures of evidence. The most plausible explanation for the similarities in prosecution we found, then, is that at least in the jurisdiction studied these crimes are processed 34 See, e.g., NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAw ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE, supra note 2; Hibey, The Trial of a Rape Case: An Advocate's Analsis of Corroboration, Consent and Character, 11 AM. CRIM. L. REV. 309 (1973) 
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Clearly, it remains the task for future research to determine whether this conclusion holds for earlier (e.g., police) stages of prosecution or for other jurisdictions. Our findings do suggest, however, that it may be simplistic to assume that officials who process sexual assaults are guided by a set of concerns that are unique to sexual assault and invariant across decisionmaking contexts. While our findings do not support a recommendation to abandon the search for differences in official reactions, they do recommend an expansion of the feminist-conflict perspective in three directions. First, theorizing may profit by extending concern beyond the victim and her experiences as a witness to the context within which the sexual assault occurred. The context of the crime and its ability to produce evidence of legal guilt appear to be particularly important during official processing. Second, theorizing should reflect greater attentiveness to the decision making context itself. Since different treatment did not occur at all stages of prosecution, theorists need to identify differences in these stages (e.g., norms, participants, priorities) that may shape and constrain differential responses to sexual assault. Finally, the results underscore the importance of placing sexual assault in a broader comparative framework. The uniqueness of official reactions to sexual assault becomes apparent only after comparison with reactions to other crimes. Only by such explicit comparisons can theorists specify similarities and differences among crimes and among official reactions to them, modifying where necessary their underlying implicit assumptions.
Conversely, the existence of different treatment, while limited, also challenges traditional criminological assumptions. As noted earlier, traditional research has implicitly assumed that the crucial difference among crimes and official reactions to crimes is the quantitative one of seriousness. The results of our study suggest the need to explore differences along the qualitative dimension, particularly those bearing on the nature of evidence needed and used to determine guilt and punishment. This exploration, in turn, implies greater attentiveness toformal definitions of crime. These formal definitions specify the unique "elements" of criminal action and, through this specification, shape the role that the characteristics of victims, defendants, and evidence play when the criminal law is actually applied.
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Appendix Table I presents the results of additive models for two outcomes, Dismissal and Trial, for which there were no significant differences between sexual assaults and other violent crime. The third outcome, Verdict, will be neither presented nor discussed because its coefficient of determination was statistically insignificant.
Dismissal was affected by three of the six victim attributes: employment status, marital status, and alleged misconduct. Case dismissal was less likely if the victim was unemployed or separated, divorced, or cohabiting, and more likely if the victim had allegedly engaged in nonsexual misconduct. In contrast, defendant characteristics were irrelevant to this decision. Of the context variables, both racial composition and scene of offense had significant effects. Dismissal was more likely in black vs. black crimes or if the crime occurred in the victim's residence. Of the evidence measures, eyewitness identifications, defendant or accomplice statements, and real evidence all decreased the probability a case would be dismissed.
For fully prosecuted cases, the decision to go to trial rather than accept a plea of guilty was unaffected by victim attributes and behavior. Rather, this Trial decision depended on defendant characteristics (age and prior record), the context of the offense (use of accomplices or a weapon), and evidence (expert testimony, witness statements, and real evidence). Defendants who were older, had serious prior records, used accomplices, or used a weapon were more likely to go to trial, as were those whose cases involved expert testimony, witness statements, and little real evidence.
Appendix Table 2 presents the results of additive models for three outcomes (Dismissal, Verdict, and Sentence), for which there were no significant differences between sexual assaults and property crimes. Focusing first on Dismissal, Table 2 shows that this outcome depends on victim characteristics (employment status, resistance), defendant characteristics (employment status), and evidence (charges, witnesses, and real evidence). Dismissal was less likely if the victim was unemployed or reported resisting the defendant; if the defendant was unemployed; or if there were numerous charges, numerous witnesses, and real evidence.
Among cases that went to trial, the Verdict was affected by a single victim attribute (sex), defendant characteristics (employment status, prior convictions), the context of the crime (racial composition), and evidence (defendant or accomplice statements Note: b refers to the unstandardized or metric coefficient and SE to its standard error. SD, 13 refers to a standardized coefficient, derived by using the following algorithm: 13 = b ( -D), where b is Y the metric coefficient, SD. is the standard deviation of the independent variable, and SD is the standard deviation of the dependent variable. Within each equation, standardized coefficients may be compared to obtain a sense of the relative magnitude of the effect each independent variable has on the outcome. Across equations, the unstandardized coefficients for each independent variable may be compared to obtain a sense of the effect the same variable has on different outcomes. a.05 < p <.10 bp .05
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[Vol. 73 APPENDIX Note: b refers to the unstandardized or metric coefficient and SE to its standard error. SD,, 13 refers to a standardized coefficient, derived by using the following algorithm: 13 b SD.)' where b is the metric coefficient, SDy is the standard deviation of the independent variable, and SD , is the standard deviation of the dependent variable. Within each equation, standardized coefficients may be compared to obtain a sense of the relative magnitude of the effect each independent variable has on the outcome. Across equations, the unstandardized coefficients for each independent variable may be compared to obtain a sense of the effect the same variable has on different outcomes. a.05 < p < .10 bp <! .05 cInsufficient variation to include.
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SEXUAL ASSAULT 1305 was unemployed or had prior convictions; if the crime was white vs. white; and if there were defendant or accomplice statements. Finally, Sentence was unaffected by victim attributes and behavior. Rather, the probability of imprisonment depended on several defendant characteristics (sex, employment status, prior record), the context of the crime (victim-defendant relationship, racial composition, accomplices), and evidence (witnesses, eyewitness identification, and real evidence). Imprisonment was more likely if the defendant was male, unemployed, or had a serious prior record; if the crime involved strangers, blacks vs. whites, and no accomplices; or if there were numerous witnesses, eyewitness identifications of the defendant, and little real evidence.
